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6) IEI Claim(s) 1.4-8.10. 16 and 17 is/are rejected. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 6/12/2009 has been entered. 

Drawings 

2. The drawing corrections received on 10/19/2004, 5/1 1/2005, 5/3/2006, 12/8/2006, 
10/12/2007, 4/16/2008 and 1/7/2009 are not acceptable. 

The drawings dated 6/12/2009 although improved, still have following deficiencies. 

1 . Fig 4A, 4C and 4D lack proper explanation and appear to be deficient. 

2. Drawings submitted as informal drawings for understanding the Load/Unload and 
substrate bending are not formally submitted. 

Further, the depiction of stopper pins and the measure of sliding portion is different from 
the original drawings and appear to include new matter. 

Specification 

3. 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, requires the specification to be written in "full, clear, 
concise, and exact terms." The specification is replete with terms that are not clear, concise and 
exact. The specification should be revised carefully in order to comply with 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first 
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paragraph. It is further required that no new matter is added. Piece meal changes to the 
specification submitted on 3/1/2004, 10/19/2004, 5/11/2005,5/3/2006, 12/8/2006, 10/12/2007, 
4/16/2008, 1/7/2009 and 6/12/2009 have not made it more clear concise and exact as per the 
requirement. 

The latest specification has inconsistencies related to load/unload and processing 
sequence. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claims 1, 4-8, 10 and 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing 
to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. 

In this instance the limitation "wherein a length of said sliding portion, measured from 
said groove, is about 10 mm" appears to be a new matter. It appears that groove and sliding 
portion are contiguous. The new drawings show the distance from the stopper pin to inner edge 
of the sliding portion. There is no support for this in the original specification. 

6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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7. Claims 1, 4-8, 10 and 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

In claim 1 the limitation "wherein a length of said sliding portion, measured from said 
groove, is about 10 mm" is indefinite. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 1, 4-8, 10 and 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over applicants admitted prior art (AAPA) in view of Tepman et al (US 
5589224). 

Applicants admitted prior art (AAPA) as disclosed in Figs 1 to Fig 4 A, B, C and D and 
the specification paragraphs 2-23 discloses all limitations of these claims including the support 
bar, lift pins and robot arm. 

AAPA does not disclose the groove to collect material disposed on the susceptor and 
possibly increasing the dimension of the so called 'sliding part'. 

Tepman et al disclose a vacuum deposition apparatus for PVD, CVD, sputtering, ion 
implanters etc (Col 1 lines 10-19), lift pins (Fig 1-30), robot arm (Fig 4 and Col 2 lines 13-16), 
stopping pin (40 being used to align the substrate) and groove around susceptor to collect 
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deposition so that build up on the surface of the susceptor may not cause problem by sticking to 
the substrate (Fig 3-38 and Col 4 lines 54-63). Further, entire area inside the groove is available 
as a sliding part. 

Therefore it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have grooves on the susceptor in order to avoid problems of substrate sticking. 

Regarding the limitation "all four edges", it is noted that Tepman discloses groove and 
sliding portion all around which is equivalent for a rectangular substrate/susceptor to" all four 
edges". Rectangular substrates and susceptors are well known and disclosed previously. 

Regarding the limitation "wherein a length of said sliding portion, measured from said 
groove, is about 10 mm", according to the AAPA sliding distance is 5mm. 

Regarding the above, to increase the sliding distance from 5mm to 10mm is only an 
optimization to improve loading of the substrate. This kind of optimization has been considered 
obvious. Further, original specification suggests the distance in the claimed invention to be 3- 
10mm (See for example Para 28 and claim 2 of the publication (US 2002/0083896)). 

Regarding the shape of the grooves: It was held in re Dailey, 357 F. 2d 669, 149 USPQ 47 
(CCPA 1966) that the shape was a matter of choice which a person of ordinary skill in the art 
would have found obvious absent persuasive evidence that the particular shape was significant. 
(Also see MPEP 2144.04(d)). 

Similarly, regarding change in size/proportion: It was held in re Gardner v. TEC 
Systems, Inc., 725 F.2d 1338, 220 USPQ 777 (Fed. Cir. 1984), cert, denied, 469 U.S. 830, 225 
USPQ 232 (1984) that where the only difference between the prior art and the claims was a 
recitation of relative dimensions of the claimed device and a device having the claimed relative 
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dimensions would not perform differently than the prior art device, the claimed device was not 
patentably distinct from the prior art device. 

10. Claims 1, 4-8, 10 and 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over applicants admitted prior art (AAPA) in view of DuBois et al (US 
5855687). 

AAPA is discussed above. 

DuBois et al like Tepman as above disclose a vacuum deposition apparatus for CVD with 
heatable susceptor (Col 3 line 22-42 and lines 38-40), lift pins and robot arm (Col 5 lines 49-51), 
groove around susceptor to collect deposition so that build up may not cause problem by sticking 
to the substrate (Col 4 lines 43-48). Further, entire area inside the groove is available as a sliding 
part. 

Therefore it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have grooves on the susceptor in order to avoid problems of substrate sticking. 

11. Claims 4 and 10 are also rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
(AAPA) in view of Tepman et al (US 5589224) or alternatively in view of DuBois et al (US 
5855687) as applied to claims (1, 4-8, 10-11, 15 and 16) and further in view of Rempei 
Nakata (US 5119761). 

Tepman et al and DuBois et al as discussed above do not disclose the susceptor to be 
made of Quartz. 
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Quartz susceptors are common for thermal processing for its thermal insulation 
properties. 

Rempei Nakata discloses a quartz susceptor (Fig 12-106 and Col 1 lines 44-49). 
Therefore it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to have a susceptor of quartz for its excellent thermal properties of insulation. 

Response to Amendment 

Applicant's arguments filed 6/12/2009 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that in Tepman et al. and DuBois et al., the groove 38 is formed only on 
two edges of the substrate support 16A and is not arranged or provided in all four edges of the 
support. 

In response it is noted that the groove is all around. 

Applicant argues further, that in Tepman the portion where the substrate 14 is lowered 
onto the support 16A is extremely small and much less than the claimed 10 mm and the sliding 
portion near the groove 38 is about 1 mm, much less than the claimed invention. 

Regarding Dubois et al, the applicant argues that the sliding portion beginning at 
reference number 52 is also very small and much less than the 10 mm 

In response, it is noted all the surface inside of the grooves is usable for sliding in both 
Tepman et al. and DuBois et al. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ram N. Kackar whose telephone number is 571 272 1436. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00 A.M to 5:P.M. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Parviz Hassanzadeh can be reached on 571 272 1435. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



/Ram N Kackar/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1792 



